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Preface

Since my university initiated its Inclusive Access (IA) program in 2010, as the cam-
pus champion and program administrator, I have received countless phone calls
from colleges and universities to provide insight and information about our pro-
gram. While some calls were simply curious about our program, other schools
called to collect information about our program in order to inform their process for
establishing a similar program. Over the last 10 years, I have also received invita-
tions to present at conferences on behalf of specific publishers and have received
invitations to be a guest speaker at conferences that focus on student success. It was
these calls and invitations that prompted me to write this edited volume and to
solicit chapters from campuses throughout the United States who have IA and Open
Educational Resources (OER) programs.

While our program was one of the first such programs in the United States at a
public university, many colleges and universities have joined the movement and
initiated their own programs. The goals of these programs are numerous but for the
most part, they are designed with a top objective to save students money and to
lower the cost of higher education. A secondary but also important goal is to improve
student success.

In addition to IA programs, many schools are initiating programs that emphasize
OER content. While the goals of IA and OER programs are often similar, OER
programs focus exclusively on providing content free or nearly free to students
while bypassing publishers and bookstores altogether. Content is often produced
in-house by faculty with the intent of serving only local students but there is a grow-
ing trend to expand the availability of customizable OER content to other campuses
through clearinghouses, aggregators, programs such as OpenStax, or hybrid IA/
OER programs such as Flatworld.

The purpose of this volume is to inform college administrators, faculty, govern-
mental policy-makers, and other influential people in higher education as to the
benefits of IA/OER programs. For the most part, we know that IA/OER programs
reduce prices for students. That has been pretty easy to measure. Several chapters in
this volume provide support for that goal achievement. Evidence that IA/OER pro-
grams also contribute to student success has been much more elusive.
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Part I of this volume provides some key policy discussions in order to inform
policy-makers and higher-education administrators as to various important issues to
be considered when starting an IA/OER program. Part II of this volume provides
information on how IA/OER programs were initiated and sustained at various pub-
lic and private, two-year and four-year colleges and universities in the United States.
These chapters provide detailed information about how and why their IA/OER pro-
grams were initiated and what the various decision points were and the processes
involved in making those decisions. Part III of this volume provides information
relevant to student success. These chapters are evidence-based research studies that
provide support, for the most part, that IA/OER programs enhance student success.
Together, these three Parts of the volume provide important information and critical
evidence that IA/OER programs can be built to achieve established goals at many
different kinds of colleges.

I want to thank all of the authors and co-authors of the chapters included in this
edited volume. It is their hard work and dedication that will inform future faculty,
administrators, and policy-makers in their decision-making processes. Each of the
programs highlighted in this book represents the culmination of years of meetings
and open discussions on campuses about IA/OER programs. Most of the authors are
campus champions of their program and have unique perspectives to share. It was
an honor to work with each of them. We hope you enjoy the book and find it useful
in your decision-making processes. For any additional information about the con-
tent of this book or about IA/OER programs in general, feel free to contact me.

Texas A&M University-San Antonio Tracy A. Hurley
San Antonio, TX, USA
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Chapter 1
Inclusive Access and Open Educational
Resource Programs: A System Perspective

Tracy A. Hurley and James R. Hallmark

Administrative perspectives must be considered as colleges and universities con-
sider the adoption and implementation of inclusive access/open educational resource
(IA/OER) programs. This may be particularly true for public colleges and universi-
ties who must comply with state policies and in many instances university system
regulations and who often face political pressures from legislatures and regents to
address challenges brought forth by students. One such challenge, of course, is the
cost of instruction/learning materials.

With this in mind, we asked academic members of the National Association of
System Heads (NASH)! to respond to six questions to provide insight from a
system-level perspective. Nine system-level academic officers (CAOs) responded to
the questions based on their experience with IA/OER programs. The university sys-
tems who responded were as follows:

e Connecticut State Colleges & Universities
e University of Hawaii System

e University System of Maryland

e Minnesota State University System

e University of Nebraska System

e University System of New Hampshire

e University of North Texas

'The National Association of System Heads (NASH) is the association of the chief executives of
the 46 colleges and university systems of public higher education in the United States and Puerto
Rico (http://nashonline.org/).

T. A. Hurley (2)
Texas A&M University-San Antonio, San Antonio, TX, USA
e-mail: tracy.hurley @tamusa.edu

J.R. Hallmark
Texas A&M University System, San Antonio, TX, USA
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e Texas A&M University System
e West Virginia Higher Education Policy Commission (HEPC)/West Virginia
Council for Community and Technical College Education (CTC)

Respondents will be referred to as “CAOs” in this document. Quotations attributed
to a CAO will be set off in block indentation and will be provided anonymously.
Original responses are available upon request.

The six questions (Q1 through Q6) that NASH members were asked to respond
to were as follows:

Q1: From an administrator perspective, what do you see as being the most impor-
tant items that any faculty or university/college administrator should consider
when contemplating whether to begin an IA/OER program?

Q2: Obtaining authorization for course fees is often a hurdle for the implementation
of inclusive access programs. What strategies may be effective in obtaining this
fee authorization?

Q3: Many programs utilize traditional textbook publishers (e.g., Pearson, McGraw-
Hill, Cengage, etc.) for their inclusive access programs. In this type of model, the
quantity of e-books ordered is important in determining the price of e-books that
publishers charge. What approach(es) might be effective in establishing a
regional, state, or national clearinghouse (or agency) of colleges/universities to
provide a path to minimize e-text prices?

Q4: The goal of IA/OER is to improve learning while reducing costs. What other
approaches do you suggest for achieving this goal? Why might these other
approaches be more advantageous than inclusive access?

Q5: Many colleges and universities use OER as a tool of inclusive access. What
incentives/efforts/programs may be useful in developing and identifying high
quality OER, keeping OER materials up-to date, and/or offering OER instructor
supplements?

Q6: Please provide additional thoughts or ideas that you may have, if any, which
are not included in the above questions/answers.

Definitions

For clarity in discussion of terms:

e IA programs are e-text-based programs developed by for-profit textbook pub-
lishers that are bundled within the course and offered at a reduced price over their
traditional textbook bookstore sales.

* OER programs, on the other hand, are e-text/content-based projects that are not
developed in a for-profit model. Instead, the content is developed by faculty and
scholars in the discipline and offered to students in a formal or informal process.
Generally

* OER content is free, nearly free, or very low cost and is under a Creative
Commons License.
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* Provides maximum opportunity for faculty and students to adapt and modify
the content to best suit their course and learning goals.

OER’s flexibility appears to be highly valued by the CAOs.

...we have found that the ability for faculty to adapt and modify OER texts has led to impor-
tant gains in equity work.... For example, faculty can modify case studies for local interest,
edit textbook names to reflect those of their students, and so on for cultural relevance.
Publisher texts, no matter how affordable, do not allow this type of modification.

A Student Focus

Student-centric perspectives permeated the responses from the CAOs. Clearly, the
CAOs are considering the impact of the cost, availability, and quality of instruc-
tional materials on the students. Several CAOs provided comments consistent with
an understanding of the impact on the students of instructional materials and
their costs.

The student is always the most important consideration. This is particularly true in a state
such as [state redacted] with a large number of first-generation students. These students
already face certain challenges in persistence to degree completion. Removing barriers such
as the cost of a textbook is an important element in increasing college attainment goals.

Textbook costs often result in students beginning courses without the necessary
instructional materials to be successful. With IA/OER, the student does not need to
expend additional resources beyond tuition and fees to obtain the necessary course
content by the first day of class. The materials are made available through their
student fees (IA) or freely accessed generally through web-based materials (OER).
This is highly desirable to faculty who prefer students to have the instructional
materials when classes commence.

For faculty there appear to be various considerations but they seem to boil down to student
access to materials... the majority of our faculty members were more concerned about first
day access than they were about costs, although they realize the occasional relationship
between the two factors.

Presumably, faculty do not (or at least prefer not to) assign homework or readings if
the students do not yet have access to the learning materials. Delays in student
access to materials hinder faculty from teaching courses as they would prefer.

When considering the student experience, the quality of the students’ academic
experience is paramount.

The place to begin in this conversation is academic integrity: the quality of the academic
experience for the student. What obstacles do the students face in accessing instructional
materials? What percentage of students are not purchasing textbooks? How useful are the
existing textbooks? ...It all hinges on the academic experience for the student.

The student experience—assuring the students have the appropriate materials on the
first day of class and assuring those materials are high quality and affordable—is
paramount to CAOs.
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A Faculty Focus

The connective tissue between IA/OER and students is the faculty. Faculty are who
identify learning materials and assign those materials for student use. Without fac-
ulty engagement in the development and implementation of IA/OER, it will not be
successful. The CAOs mention faculty in a variety of ways, often in the realm of
incentives.

Faculty reward structures must be adjusted to incentivize the creation and main-
tenance of course content. However, in many colleges and universities, the develop-
ment of instructional materials (inclusive of textbooks) carries little weight in the
merit, promotion, and tenure process.

...consider how the evaluation and reward structure will acknowledge the work of the fac-
ulty members developing OER textbooks. Don’t assume that this change in the evaluation
and reward structure will be a bottom up approach since many of the faculty “jumping at
the chance” to develop OER textbooks also are not the senior faculty that lead department
promotion and tenure committees. At best, consider a bottom up and top down approach to
determining how OER textbook development is acknowledged and rewarded.

This CAO identified a real challenge that administrators must consider: those fac-
ulty who are “jumping at the chance” are not the faculty leading the tenure and
promotion committees. Another CAO observed

We found the observation critical, in understanding who is most likely to engage in OER. It
is most likely those untenured. Does the time and effort required to create OER interfere
with the faculty member’s pursuit of tenure and promotion?

The most reasonable means of addressing this challenge is an adjustment in the
traditional faculty reward structures. This is not an easy task, but is one more easily
led by high-level administrators than by untenured faculty. Faculty should not be
expected to sacrifice their careers to develop a textbook or OER materials. CAOs
view it as a leadership issue.

There needs to be leadership that says “we are going to get there in this department.”
Faculty time must be granted to allow the identification of the appropriate resources.
Institutional rewards like tenure and promotion and merit must take into account the time
and effort.

One avenue calling for senior leadership is broadening the scope of what is consid-
ered “scholarship.” The “scholarship of teaching” is obviously not a new subject,
but is one that is discussed more often than it is implemented.

There is an opportunity to use OER’s increasing popularity as a means of rejuvenating the
“scholarship of teaching.” There is a new generation of faculty that would benefit from
understanding the power of using the evaluation and research tools and methods available
to improve their teaching and, at the same time, insure that students are improving learning.

It is essential that academic leaders, including those at the system level, play a lead-
ership role in changing the reward structures—tenure, promotion, merit—so faculty
work on IA/OER may flourish.
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A rather simple and direct reward for faculty is buying their time and effort
through small grants. Incentivizing faculty to develop OER through small grants
was mentioned by several CAOs.

[System name] has an extensive open education initiative that seeds 45 faculty members per
year across our system to convert to open resources and expand the open pedagogical prac-
tices they incorporate into their teaching. Those seed grants fund faculty time and their
participating in a year-long professional development community that helps them as they
work to make higher ed[ucation] more accessible.

These are apparently relatively small grants, as they are described as “small incen-
tives” to faculty for development or adoption of OER. Still, these small incentives
have resulted in $6 million saved in student textbook costs in this one system alone.
From another CAO:

We have initially used external funding mechanisms, including $100k provided by the State
to incent[ivize] the development of OERs. Small grants are provided to faculty to initiate
the work. After the initial development of the OERs, the campus and colleagues are respon-
sible for the continuation of the work.

Few rewards are more coveted by faculty than “time,” and CAOs have means of
influencing the availability of time through assigned/release time allocations. Time
is needed to research IA or OER opportunities, selection of materials (regardless of
whether the selection is IA or OER), preparation of materials, and implementation
of the solution. To expect faculty to do this while they are fully engaged in teaching
full loads and/or engaging in a research agenda is unreasonable. Furthermore, the
amount of time necessary to use OER could be a detriment to implementation.

An instructional materials solution that results in them [faculty] having to spend inordinate
amounts of time tracking down materials is of little value. I want our faculty to be engaged
in research and engaging with students, not desperately trying to find a chart or diagram
they used to use. (Or even worse, finding the chart but searching for a legal way to use it.)

In summary, reward structures must be created or adjusted to assure faculty are
appropriately incentivized. In order for OER programs to be effective, CAOs sug-
gest that small grants or summer stipends be used to incentivize faculty to partici-
pate in the content creation and adoption process. External funding opportunities
might also provide support. Furthermore, college and universities should consider
rewarding faculty through the merit, promotion, and tenure process for creating and
maintaining OER content. This might be accomplished through the inclusion of
specific Scholarship of Teaching and Learning guidelines within the college and
university promotion and tenure reward systems.

A Support Team Focus

Though faculty are the connective tissue between students and the instructional
materials, faculty cannot do this without a support team and a support structure.
Instructional designers, teaching/learning centers, assessment offices, librarians,
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department heads and deans, business office functions, and a wide range of posi-
tions are necessary for IA/OER to bear fruit.

As an additional thought I can’t emphasize enough the importance of providing technical,
pedagogical, and assessment training for faculty as part of this implementation. For many
faculty digital first day access represents an opportunity to totally change the way they
teach. To expect that just to happen magically is naive. Faculty probably need to be required
to take some sort of training and be given strong support. All publishers are able to provide
some of this support in their work directly with faculty, and the institution should contextu-
alize it by providing some basic parameters of the training while working in partnership
with the publishers or other support organizations to achieve it at scale.

We must focus on the students and the faculty, but ultimately without the proper
support structures, we are unlikely to achieve success.

I think the most important things to consider are the administrative details. The legal, finan-
cial, registration, faculty support, bookstore, bursar, and communication functions are
shared and therefore many different units have to be on board to make it work. This type of
collaboration requires more lead time, more patience, and more need to compromise to
accommodate the various other activities of these offices.

Careful planning is of paramount importance as colleges and universities consider
initiating an IA/OER program. With primary goals to include reducing the cost of
higher education, provide content to students by the first day of class, and enhance
the students’ learning environment, a combination of IA/OER options might pro-
vide the most robust and flexible solution for many campuses. A small pilot pro-
gram which utilizes a team of faculty, librarians, as well as technology and analytics
support staff, may be the most important initial step in establishing an IA/OER
program which meets campus’ goals.

Pilot/Assessments

The pilot program should begin with a faculty awareness program to ensure faculty
are informed and aware of the current textbook industry landscape. The pilot should
be a collaborative effort between interested faculty, librarians, and technology and
analytic support personnel. The pilot should include a robust evaluation process to
evaluate program effectiveness in lowering costs, improving student outcomes, and
a review of both the benefits and potential harm or unintended consequences to
students.

Start small (pilots) and work with faculty who are willing to move in this direction. Focus
on high enrollment, general education courses where the opportunities to save students the
most amount of money are possible. Evaluate the experience to make certain that the OER
textbook does not harm the student in achieving the course outcomes. Additionally, encour-
age teams of faculty, librarians and technology staff from the beginning. This will minimize
the frustration of the faculty member and likely speed up the completion of the OER
textbooks.

As the pilot is developed, it is important to:
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e Understand what student data is being captured by third-party vendors (e.g., pub-
lishers) and their respective privacy policies and compliance with system and
university policies.

» Establish a process for selecting content that is available by the first day of class
that ensures academic integrity and freedom so that the faculty member(s) remain
in control of their course. The content also needs to be accessible by all students.

» Establish strong administrative plans and support for the program in terms of
legal, financial, registration, faculty support, bookstore, bursar, and communica-
tion functions.

It is important that the pilot evaluate program effectiveness and validity of the
model to enable colleges to have the flexibility to develop programs that best meet
the needs of their students and ensure that the program provides for the academic
integrity for students and faculty.

Fees

As campuses contemplate adding a student fee to pay for IA/OER content, it is
important to ensure that students are involved in the fee-review process. As with
many student fees, most colleges and universities have an approval process—both
on campus and often at the system level. As campus leadership reviews the list of
potential fees to be added, it is important that leadership have the information
needed to advocate for the expansion of the pilot program and formally add the
student fee to pay for the IA/OER content. The justification for the fee needs to be
based on valid and robust data from the pilot which demonstrates cost savings and
an enhanced learning environment. In addition, campus leadership needs to be will-
ing to make the fee a priority over other potential fees requested.

...itis my belief that the real battle on this matter is on campus, convincing internal decision
makers that THIS fee is important enough to be high priority, high enough to make it to the
regents. The advocates for such a fee are in a battle for space on the list of proposed fees,
and the competitors for inclusion on the list are well organized and powerful: fees to meet
compliance on Title IX, fees to enhance diversity, fees to establish or enhance a sports pro-
gram. The problem isn’t the approval of the fee; the problem is that any academic fee has to
compete with sports, student affairs, compliance, etc. for the expensive real estate that is
included on the list of proposed fees.

Other important factors to consider are whether students will be able to opt out of
the program and whether the fee will be refundable if the student drops the course.

Collaborative Pricing

Often, contract specifics—especially price—are based on the quantity of e-texts
purchased and the effectiveness of the university negotiator with the publisher. In
general, the more e-texts that the university purchases from a publisher, the lower
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the price will likely be within similar disciplines. Based on this information, it
seems reasonable that lower costs might be achieved via the establishment of pur-
chasing consortia—across system members, state members, or some other affilia-
tion membership. Collaborative pricing is a common model utilized for the purchase
of software and other technology purchases. While these kinds of pricing collabora-
tives may be effective in achieving lower prices, it is important that any agreement
allows for academic integrity for each campus and their faculty. Similarly, it is
important that such pricing collaboratives do not mandate common texts across the
system, state, etc.

An Awareness Campaign

One CAO noted the value and importance of an awareness campaign to move the
needle on OER adoption. This step in the process requires integration with student
needs and faculty capacity and willingness, but extends beyond that to awareness.

Most OER efforts start with an awareness campaign that highlights the need to reduce stu-
dent costs and the benefits of OER as well as identifying existing faculty who have adopted
OER and showcasing their successes and working with your librarians to create curated
lists of high quality, highly adopted materials (from places like OpenStax). Grant programs
certainly help with faculty adoption, but the awareness piece and catalyst for change need
to be established first.

The need for an awareness campaign is likely underrated. Indeed, we have observed
efforts that were inherently limited in scope due to the absence of across-the-board
planning and implementation. An individual faculty member may well be able to
convert his or her classes to OER, but to move larger segments of the university to
OER requires greater coordination than is possible with one individual or even one
office. In short, the library or a single academic department cannot do it alone. The
faculty cannot do it alone. The provost cannot do it alone. The bursar cannot do it
alone. Leadership is required “from the top” to allow all of these to be aware of the
opportunity and to be aware of the need to work together to achieve what is possible.

In general, CAOs felt the system’s primary role in the development of IA/OER
programs is to establish policies which allow for innovation and flexibility, empow-
ering colleges and universities to develop programs that fit their campus’ goals and
students’ needs.

...we work within a framework in which each institution works independently in budget
and decision-making processes. We have [system] wide policies, but each campus imple-
ments those policies in the manner best suited for that campus.... In our system, the most
important element in any initiative is flexibility, so we work with what we refer to as an
“attraction” model. We develop an initiative in framework, and then seek funding (external)
to support faculty or department/programs who wish to develop the program within the
defined framework.
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This is consistent with the CAO quoted earlier who establishes the goal and is
agnostic in how the campuses achieve that goal. Furthermore, CAOs noted that it is
essential to create systems that incentivize a broad spectrum of faculty, specifically
within the reward structures of the faculty ranks.

A Cautionary Note on Extant Biases

While the authors do not believe IA and OER are inherently an either/or proposi-
tion, some of the CAOs shared negative experiences and expectations of IA. One
respondent expressed a neutral position that is representative of the group as
a whole:

I don’t want to push inclusive access, nor do I want to discourage it. Instead, the approach
I have adopted is to decrease the cost of instructional materials. I've established the goal. I
don’t care if you get to that goal via inclusive access, or OER, or any number of other pos-
sible options that haven’t been invented yet. Our role at a System office should be to estab-
lish the goal and allow the smart people who populate our universities the freedom and
opportunity to explore ways to achieve that goal.

Nevertheless, some of these academic leaders perceived IA much more negatively.
It was clear that one obstacle IA faces is a lack of trust in the publishing industry.
One CAO noted,

I would go beyond the obvious benefits to students to suggest that all faculty and adminis-
trators should understand the political economy of the global textbook trade and the multi-
national corporations that have essentially monopolized access to knowledge through
textbook control.... the perpetuation of a for-profit system of knowledge acquisition and
control that undermines the very purpose of higher education — the creation and sharing of
knowledge.

Another CAO focused on the financial benefit IA offers for publishers.

I tend to fall into the camp, “inclusive access is a windfall for the publishers.” They come
out way ahead with inclusive access, as they go from controlling a varying percentage of the
book sales under the status quo to controlling 100% of the book sales with guaranteed rev-
enue available to them as simple as invoicing the university. No more secondary markets.
No more offsite competing bookstores. No more Amazon honing in and undercutting
prices. It is a huge financial win for the publishers who win the textbook adoption. And the
students are still paying for it.

One CAO summarized by stating, “IA programs are generally not advantageous to
students. Limiting their use and exploring more open alternatives is a better
approach.” These comments should be sufficient to demonstrate that among some
CAGO s, IA is not a viable option, but rather is competitive with the superior option,
OER. We do not take that position in this chapter, but find it incumbent to mention
this as a potential system-level impediment to pursuing IA: leadership hesitancy or
opposition to IA.
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Conclusion

The CAOs offered several components necessary for IA/OER to be implemented,
many of which require senior-level leadership. The focus must remain on the stu-
dent experience, in terms of costs, quality, and availability, but also a significant
focus must remain on the faculty. Faculty must be incentivized through changes in
the reward structure and the availability of time and small grants. Meanwhile, senior
leadership is necessary to effect fee changes (where necessary) and collaborative
pricing. Furthermore, this senior leadership is required to bring all of the pieces
together from disparate places within the university to enact change.

No magic elixir has yet been identified that moves the needle as quickly as most
would prefer. It takes time and it takes work. One CAO offered these thoughts on
where we may be heading.

Open educational resources are the most logical yet most difficult to implement both from
the administrative and instructional side. We haven’t found any magic incentives to fan the
flame of OER adoption in the curriculum. There appears to be an evolving market for a
middle ground between purchased regular price textbooks and open educational resources,
where publishers or other entities basically package OER materials, provide a platform for
it, and sell it at a reduced price. I think there’s going to be more and more of that model
because of the tidiness of the products and the perceived value versus faculty workload.

Either way it is clear senior leadership is necessary to bring the pieces together for
ultimate success.

NASH Member Contributors

Dr. Joann Boughman is Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic and Student Affairs
for the 12 institutions in the University System of Maryland. Responsibilities
include academic policy, academic planning and accountability, faculty affairs,
program evaluation, transfer and articulation issues, academic innovation, cul-
tural diversity, and student affairs, including Title IX and student health and well-
ness. Dr. Boughman received her bachelor’s and PhD degrees from Indiana
University.

Kevin Corcoran is currently Chair of the Connecticut State Colleges and
Universities System-wide OER council with representatives from our 17 institu-
tions. Mr. Corcoran also serves as the statewide OER Coordinator for Connecticut
and is a cofounder of the Northeast OER Regional Summit and serves as part of
the Creative Commons USA chapter.

Corley Dennison has served both West Virginia Higher Education Policy
Commission (HEPC) and West Virginia Council for Community and
Technical College Education (CTC) as Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs
since 2014. Dr. Dennison graduated with an undergraduate degree in mass com-
munication from James Madison University in 1976, a master’s degree in English
with an emphasis in speech communication from Northwest Missouri State
University, and a doctorate in Education from West Virginia University.

Robin DeRosa is the Director of the Learning and Teaching Collaborative at
Plymouth State University, part of the University System of New Hampshire
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(USNH). She is a member of the USNH Academic Technology Steering com-
mittee, which has administered a system-wide open education initiative for the
last 4 years. Currently, Dr. DeRosa is working to align the New Hampshire Open
Education Public Consortium with other national statewide open education
initiatives.

Susan M. Fritz is the Executive Vice President and Provost and the Dean of the
Graduate College at the University of Nebraska. Dr. Fritz is a 1979 graduate of
UNL,; she received her master’s degree in 1989 and her PhD in 1993, both from
UNL. Because of her extensive experience in teaching and advising, she has
been interested in strategies to engage faculty in addressing student access and
affordability.

Debora Halbert is currently the Associate VP for Academic Programs and Policy
for the University of Hawai‘i System. Dr. Halbert has published extensively on
topics of intellectual property and politics. As part of the UH effort to build out
OER textbook options, Dr. Halbert has coauthored an OER textbook for under-
graduate constitutional law, a work still in progress.

James Hallmark is the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs for the Texas A&M
University System. Previously, Dr. Hallmark was provost/vice president for
Academic Affairs at West Texas A&M University where he was also Dean of the
Graduate School and Research and founder and director of the Attebury Honors
College.

Kim Lynch is the Senior System Director for Educational Innovations for Minnesota
State, a system of 37 colleges and universities. Dr. Lynch has served as Dean of
STEM, Chief Information Officer/Director of Technology, Dean of Innovative
Teaching and Learning, and college faculty member in English. First at the cam-
pus level and currently at the system level, Dr. Lynch has been involved with the
expansion of Open Educational Resources (OER) since 2012.

Mike Simmons is the Assistant Vice President of Academic Affairs at the University
of North Texas, where he leads a number of academic innovation projects,
including Career Connect and Access Day One (inclusive access). Dr. Simmons
holds a PhD in Public Administration and Urban Affairs from the University of
Texas at Arlington and a master of Public Administration degree from the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. His Bachelor of Arts degree in
History is from King College in Bristol, Tennessee.
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Chapter 2
E-Books and Federal Civil Rights
Legislation

Raymond M. Rose

June 29, 2010, the US Department of Education Office for Civil Rights in conjunc-
tion with the Civil Rights Division of the US Department of Justice sent a Dear
Colleague letter addressed Dear College or University President. The letter began:

We write to express concern on the part of the Department of Justice and the Department of
Education that colleges and universities are using electronic book readers that are not acces-
sible to students who are blind or have low vision and to seek your help in ensuring that this
emerging technology is used in classroom settings in a manner that is permissible under
federal law.!

The letter was in response to recently settled agreements with colleges and universi-
ties that used the Kindle DX. In the settlement, the universities agreed not to pur-
chase, require, or recommend use of the Kindle DX or another electronic book
reader or similar technology that was not accessible to people with visual
disabilities.

While some folks thought the Dear College Letter (DCL) of June 29, 2010,
imposed new legal obligations, it did not. What it did was reflect the growing under-
standing on the part of the Departments of Education and Justice about digital
accessibility as covered under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and
under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.

Even though those laws had been in existence for decades, it wasn’t until about
2008 that digital accessibility was an issue the enforcement agencies were learning
about. The trail of enforcement actions primarily by the US Department of

Thttps://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-20100629.html
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Education Office for Civil Rights (OCR) grows larger in the years following the
DCL. But the initial findings and solutions were narrow.

Move to the present and the findings have become comprehensive and the resolu-
tion agreements much more detailed. The issue of digital accessibility results from
the fact that the laws were passed before digital tools were in widespread educa-
tional use. But once OCR started to enforce the laws, the noncompliance letters and
resulting resolutions became the guidance for the field.

In 1998, Congress amended the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 to require federal agen-
cies make their electronic and information technology (EIT) accessible to people with
disabilities. Though technically Section 508 only applied to federal agencies, it con-
tained a set of standards that defined EIT accessibility. Those standards became the
guidance that institutions are held accountable to use to improve digital accessibility.

In January 2018, the US Access Board, which is responsible for developing
Information and Communications Technology accessibility standards to govern
federal procurement practice, refreshed the guidelines. They updated and reorga-
nized the standards to reflect advances in technology and to harmonize the require-
ments with other standards in the USA and abroad, including standards issued by
the Word Wide Web Consortium (W3C). Web Content Accessibility Guidelines
(WCAG 2.0) is recognized globally as the design standard for web content.

Now, both OCR and the US Department of Justice (DoJ) use WCAG 2.1 AA as
the standard when investigating digital accessibility issues. WCAG 2.0 guidelines?
address four major principles:

1. Perceivable

2. Operable

3. Understandable
4. Robust

There are three levels of implementation designated as A, AA, and AAA. These
conformance levels progress from minimum (A) to maximum (AAA).> While the
Section 508 refresh is currently tied to WCAG 2.0, W3C has released WCAG 2.1
and currently has a committee meeting to create WCAG 3.0. But, as of 2018, WCAG
2.0 AA is the standard educational institutions (both K-12 and higher education)
need to meet to be fully in compliance with digital accessibility. Other legal actions
have made it clear that businesses have an obligation to ensure their web and digital
tools are covered under ADA and must meet WCAG 2.1 AA.

Students with Disabilities

There are accessibility concerns for print, as well as for digital materials. Students
with print disabilities may face accessibility problems either with hard-copy materi-
als or digital materials. While vision disabilities are the most obvious, dyslexia is

https://www.w3.0org/TR/'WCAG20/
https://www.w3.org/TR/UNDERSTANDING-WCAG20/conformance.html
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more common than blindness. In the rest of this chapter, the focus will be on digital
accessibility.

Higher education institutions have well-established procedures for making class-
room accommodations for students who register their disability and ask for assis-
tance. Accommodations are generally made for courses that take place in standard
classrooms. Because digital materials are now a part of most learning environments,
be they traditional classroom, blended, or fully online, this is where the change
is needed.

While it is well known the number of students with a disability in higher educa-
tion who choose to self-disclose their disability is relatively low, the institution still
has the responsibility to ensure that learning is accessible to all students with dis-
abilities. While it is hard to obtain accurate data, and estimates vary,* somewhere
less than 30% of the students with disabilities will self-disclose their disability to
the institution.’

Neither Section 504 or ADA requires that a person register their disability before
learning materials be made accessible. The Department of Education’s definition of
accessibility is:

Those with a disability are able to acquire the same information and engage in the same

interactions—and within the same time frame—as those without disabilities.®

Digital information and resources need to be accessible for all students with dis-
abilities, irrespective of whether or not the institution knows of the disability.
Legally, the onus for making materials accessible rests with the institution. It is not
acceptable for an instructor, or the institution, to require a student to locate instruc-
tional accessible materials on their own.

Though students who are blind or deaf possess obvious disabilities and more
often register with their disability services office (DSO), there are greater numbers
of students with other less observable disabilities. While “print disability” does not
fall under the legally defined disability classification, it identifies the functional
ability of students with one or more of a variety of disability. People with visual,
physical, perceptual, developmental, cognitive, or learning disability can all be
included in the larger print-disability category. And, people sometimes have more
than one disability. There is not a single adaptive device that provides accessibility
for all types of disabilities. As a result, ensuring that all students have access to digi-
tal resources requires evaluation of each student’s unique needs, careful study of
available digital learning resources designed for accessibility, and selection of the
most appropriate.

The screen reader is one adaptive device used by people with reading disabilities
to access e-books, websites, and other online content. A screen reader is a software
application that reads aloud whatever is on the computer screen. The most obvious
screen reader user is blind or has partial vision, but students with other print dis-
abilities also use screen readers, as do students whose first language is not English.

“https://www.bestcolleges.com/resources/college-planning-with-learning-disabilities/
Shttps://doi.org/10.1111/1drp.12102

OCR Compliance Review 11-11-2128, 06121583, paraphrased from 11-13-5001, 10122118,
11-11-6002
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Screen readers start at the top left of the application screen and read text line by
line from left to right, reading each line down the page. But, what happens when a
screen reader encounters something that’s not text? That depends on how accessible
the material has been made. A properly accessibly formatted graphic will be coded
with a text description of the graphic that is read by the screen reader. Tables
designed to have headers identified are read correctly. If not designed to be screen
reader accessible, then students using a screen reader are unable to acquire all the
information in the document.

Another accessibility problem is encountered when EITs are designed to require
a mouse for navigation. Students with motor disabilities may be using a different
adaptive device to navigate a computer. It may be as simple as using the tab key to
move from section to section or something more complex like a pointer controlled
by air puffs. E-Books and all digital content should be accessible to people with
motor disabilities.

Color selection and contrast are frequently cited by OCR and DoJ as accessibil-
ity issues. Color blindness, which takes a variety of forms, impacts males more than
females and is not an obvious disability, and it is one that most institutional disabil-
ity services offices do not consider a disability. However, the enforcement agencies
do consider color blindness a disability. The accessibility issues occur when color is
used as the only distinguishing trait in text and web design. If a direction says to
select the red button for one action and green for the other, someone color-blind will
be forced to guess. There are other issues including captioning of video and access
to third-party web content that all play a role in accessibility.

Policy Implications

Any institution of higher education that receives federal funding normally has a
comprehensive nondiscrimination statement that lists all the categories protected
from discrimination. Though, in review of a number of institutional nondiscrimina-
tion statements, it can be seen disabilities are not in the forefront of thinking. Title
IX gets a good deal of visibility because of the publicity it has received since it was
passed, but Section 504, though equally as established, has not received the same
level of recognition. The digital accessibility requirements of Section 504 and ADA
are finally getting the recognition they deserve.

More recent settlement agreements (e.g., Dudley v Miami,” Wichita State,?
Louisiana Tech?) point to the expectation that the institution will not just look at
current accessibility issues, but will take action to prevent the purchase of EIT that

"https://www.ada.gov/miami_university_cd.html
$https://www.nfb.org/images/nfb/documents/pdf/higher-ed-toolkit/wichita-state-agreement.pdf

https://www.washington.edu/accessibility/requirements/accessibility-cases-and-settlement-
agreements/
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is not accessible. It is necessary to explain to faculty that, if the EIT content they
want to purchase is not accessible, they must find accessible alternatives.
Additionally, those and other settlements require creating the position of accessibil-
ity coordinator; adoption and dissemination of policies; training for faculty, stu-
dents, and staff; and an accessibility audit. Many colleges and universities have
created an accessibility coordinator position even though they haven’t had an OCR
or Dol settlement. Though there are a variety of titles, the people filling these posi-
tions generally have the lead in ensuring that the institution is taking action to con-
firm all digital materials are fully accessible to people with disabilities.

Once the institution has created policies about the use of accessible materials, the
first line of defense is the staff who select the digital materials. Recently, a univer-
sity selected a new textbook to be used in two of its graduate program courses. The
hard-copy text included a DVD with video segments that were referenced in the
text. The electronic version of the text had a website with the same video segments.
Unfortunately, neither the DVD version nor the linked website version of the videos
was captioned. Video that is not captioned is not accessible. The publisher’s repre-
sentative was contacted and told the textbook purchase would not happen without
captioned video. Within a week, a new link was provided to the video content with
closed captioning.

This story illustrates two issues. The most obvious is digital materials must be
reviewed for accessibility before purchase. The second presents a more hidden issue,
that of third-party websites. Any website link that is included in a course needs to
meet the same accessibility standards as content within the institution’s website. That
would be interpreted to include web links included in an e-book used as a text. And
the definition of website, used by OCR in its compliance reports, is very broad. It
includes online courses and all other digital materials that are part of the institution.

The level of closed captioning of digital materials has been clearly specified both
in WCAG 2.1 AA standards and in OCR and DoJ enforcement. It is expected that
the captioning is at least 99% accurate and is timed to match the spoken words.
Ideally, captioning should be properly capitalized and punctuated and also be
descriptive when necessary. The need for 99% accuracy means that the 2020 level
of auto-captioning provided by YouTube does not meet the acceptable level.

One more true story, though this is about a K-12 program. A statewide online edu-
cation program required all courses to be reviewed against a set of quality standards,
with one element of those standards being, of course, accessibility. The staff charged
with conducting those reviews never received training on the standards and approved
most of the courses submitted to them. It was only a few years later when it was
pointed out that many of the courses approved were not fully accessible. The program
had to go back to the vendors of the problem courses, inform them that their courses
were erroneously approved, and require they have full accessibility retrofitted into the
existing courses within a specified time frame. It is not easy to retrofit accessibility
into digital materials and online courses that were not designed to be inclusive.

Below are two resources to help with the selection of accessible e-books. Ask
your e-book vendor two questions: Do they have a VPAT for the product? Does their
e-book conform to the EPUB 3.0 specification?
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The VPAT (Voluntary Product Accessibility Template) is a document produced
by the product vendor explaining how the EIT product conforms to the WCAG 2.0
standards.!® The VPAT is generally a requirement in federal government solicita-
tions. It is becoming common practice for higher education institutions to ask for
the VPAT as part of their product solicitation. The key word in the title is “volun-
tary.” Vendors complete the VPAT on their own. As a member of the Technology
Working Group for the Center on Online Learning and Students with Disabilities,"
we found the accuracy of vendor VPATs was dependent on who in the company
completed the form. It was always most accurate when completed by the engineers
that built the product and least accurate when left to the marketing people. Depending
on their commitment to and understanding of accessibility, the VPAT may be help-
ful in the purchase process. In any event, do not rely only on the VPAT as the acces-
sibility review; use it as a component of the review.

The International Digital Publishing Forum approved EPUB 3.0 in 2010 and it
became effective as the Recommended Specification in October 2011.'> The speci-
fication has been adopted as the format for digital books and helps improve their
accessibility. But, while the standard has been widely adopted, its use doesn’t auto-
matically make a product that conforms to the EPUB 3.0 standard also meet the
legal accessibility standards. So, like with the VPAT, knowing a digital product has
been developed in conformance with EPUB 3.0 is a positive indicator, though it
should not be the only component of a product accessibility review.

The Bottom Line

It is the responsibility of the academic institution to ensure those with a disability
are able to acquire the same information and engage in the same interactions—and
within the same time frame—as those without disabilities. The onus is therefore on
the academic institution to be proactive in meeting its responsibilities under the laws.
Below are the basics.
In order to meet federal ADA Section 504 compliance regulations, your institu-
tion should have:

* An accessibility coordinator

» Policies about accessibility including a process to review digital content prior to
purchase

* A plan that spells out how and when legacy EIT materials—that are not accessi-
ble—will be replaced

* People responsible for accessibility reviews of materials trained to recognize
WCAG 2.0 AA standards and have the tools to help conduct those reviews

Ohttps://www.section508.gov/sell/vpat
http://www.centerononlinelearning.res.ku.edu/
12 http://idpf.org/epub/30
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Chapter 3

Open Educational Resources Grant
Program: A Strategy for Student Savings
in Texas

Kylah Torre

The Cost of Higher Education in Texas

College success is dependent on a complex array of factors, one of which is simple
access to necessary educational materials. With textbook costs rising quickly in the
past few decades, access to the resources required to succeed has become more
challenging for students. Recognizing this problem, the Texas Legislature and the
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB), the agency providing direc-
tion for higher education in the state, have been working together to provide stu-
dents in the state with the materials they need by incentivizing the use of Open
Educational Resources (OER). OER are generally digital materials that students can
access as no or low cost. In 2017, the 85th Texas Legislature, Regular Session, insti-
tuted a grant program to incentivize faculty members at public institutions of higher
education in the state to develop courses using only OER, which were offered to
students at no cost other than the cost of printing. Defined in statute as resources for
teaching, learning, or research that are in the public domain or licensed for copy-
right in such a way that they can be adopted and adapted for use by any person, OER
reduce costs for students, but also allow faculty and students the freedom to adapt
the resources to their needs (Texas Education Code 51.451 (4-a)). The Texas OER
Grant Program aids faculty members in adopting, adapting, and/or creating OER in
order to offer these educational materials free to students.

Any opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this material are those
of the author and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Texas Higher Education Coordinating
Board (THECB).

K. Torre (B)
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB), Austin, TX, USA
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The OER Grant Program was initiated in 2018, with the first round of grants
going to faculty who developed or adopted OER for general education courses in
the Texas Core Curriculum (TCC). These are classes that are required for all under-
graduate students who attend public institutions in Texas and are meant to provide
a solid foundation of essential knowledge and skills. TCC courses are transferable
to any public institution in the state. While courses within the TCC might be com-
parable from institution to institution, the freedom to develop courses to fit the cul-
ture and demands of each individual institution is also crucial in a state as large and
diverse as Texas. The OER Grant Program’s focus on TCC courses is essential for
serving the needs of students in the state public institutions and for working toward
the goals of the state strategic plan for higher education, 60x30TX.

This chapter will examine the particulars of the inaugural 2018 OER Grant
Program, as well as other OER work in the state, and discuss the implications of this
work for the 60x30TX strategic plan. Strengths and challenges of the grant program
will be explored in order to develop suggestions for the implementation of similar
programs in other states. One example of a strength of the program is its focus on
TCC courses.

OER and the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board’s
Strategic Plan

In 2015, the THECB, the state agency that provides leadership and coordination for
Texas higher education, launched a strategic plan, 60X30TX,' with the overarching
goal of having 60% of Texans ages 25-34 having completed a certificate or degree
by 2030. 60X30TX is a student-centered plan, with all of its goals reflecting the
needs of students in the state to achieve higher education goals and be prepared to
succeed in the workforce. Only 20% of students who were 8th graders in Texas in
2006 completed a college degree by 2017. This is far less than what will be neces-
sary for the future job market in Texas. In order to maintain a strong economy and
ensure the success of young people in Texas, it is essential that more students earn
college credentials. Thus, 60X30TX was conceived. The second goal of the 60X30TX
plan also has to do with completion of college credentials. In the year 2030, 550,000
students should complete a certificate, associate, bachelors, or master’s from an
institution of higher education in Texas. Completion is the first step toward building
an educated workforce in Texas. The strategic plan was built around the assumption
that an ever-increasing number of jobs will require college credentials. According to
the Georgetown Center on Education and the Workforce, two out of three jobs in the
United States now require some training beyond high school [4]. The 60X30TX
strategic plan is in part a plan for the future workforce of Texas, meant to maintain
the economic strength of the state. Texas is currently the second largest economy in

'See 60x30TX.com for more information.
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the country, behind only California [10], but will need to grow its population of
educated workers for that to remain the case.

60X30TX considers not only the future of the state economy but also the well-
being of its students and workers. Not only should students be earning credentials,
they should be entering the workforce with awareness of how those credentials will
help them to find and keep a job. Having a degree or certificate is crucial, but stu-
dents also need to be able to articulate what they have learned in that process to
employers. Students should be confident of the knowledge and skills that they bring
into the job market. The third goal of 60X30TX addresses these marketable skills
gained in pursuit of college credentials. Degree and certificate programs should
have identified marketable skills that are clearly communicated to students so that
students can, in turn, communicate those skills to employers. Under the strategic
plan, programs are required to clearly advertise the marketable skills that students
are expected to take away.

Another way in which the strategic plan considers the well-being of students is
to address the affordability of a college credential. With tuition having increased at
exponential rates in the past few decades, many students are compelled to borrow
money in order to be able to complete their programs. The 60X30TX strategic plan
recognizes the importance of student debt as a tool for completion of a college edu-
cation, but aims to maintain that debt at reasonable levels so that students are not
unduly burdened when trying to repay what they owe. The fourth goal of the strate-
gic plan is to maintain student debt levels at less than 60% of first-year wages for
graduates of Texas institutions of higher education.

The cost of attending college, as measured by tuition and fees, rose 63% between
2006 and 2016, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics [3]. This compared to an
increase in cost of 21% for all items. Currently, Texas ranks about average in the
nation for the tuition and fees portion of the cost of public education [5]. Of course,
tuition and fees are only a portion of the total. Housing costs for students grew 51%
between 2006 and 2016, and housing insecurity is a troubling reality for some col-
lege students [3]. A survey conducted by the Hope Center for College, Community,
and Justice found that 48% of community college and 41% of four-year university
students who responded were food insecure [13]. The overall cost of attending col-
lege has risen substantially, and this can have dire consequences for students.

While the price of tuition and fees has become more burdensome, so too has the
cost of educational materials. The price of college textbooks rose 88% between
2006 and 2016 [3]. This large increase in the price of educational materials is unsus-
tainable for students. The end result is that students either wait to buy materials for
their classes or decide to forego purchasing textbooks altogether [9]. Students may
take fewer classes in a term so that they can buy books, potentially increasing their
time to degree and their debt load [9]. If students choose not to buy books, their
ability to succeed in their courses is compromised. Students may drop or fail courses
as a direct result of the cost of the materials required. The cost of educational mate-
rials should be addressed when considering how to make the college experience
more affordable for Texas students.
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When considering how to maintain reasonable levels of student debt, the THECB
and the state legislature have considered broadly the costs involved for students, and
one of these costs is textbooks and other course materials. The affordability of these
materials has been a topic of interest for the state legislature in its last two sessions
(in 2017 and 2019). Several bills introduced in the state House of Representative
and Senate have addressed the high price of textbooks and introduced possible alter-
natives to this cost for students. These bills, including the one that initiated a grant
program to incentivize faculty to introduce free educational materials in their
courses, will be discussed in depth later in the chapter.

The Possibilities of Open Educational Resources

The THECB and the Texas Legislature have, in the past two legislative sessions,
been looking to Open Educational Resources (OER) as one way to address the high
cost of educational materials. OER are materials that are licensed for copyright in
such a way that they are available to others to adopt, adapt, and remix (while usually
including proper attribution to the original author). A good litmus test for identify-
ing OER is the 5 Rs as developed by David Wiley [14]:

Retain — can you make and own copies of the content?

Reuse — can the content be used in multiple ways?

Revise — can the content be altered?

Remix — can the content be combined with other materials to create something
new?

5. Redistribute — can you share copies of the original content, remixes, or
revisions?

Sl o

OER are freely available for use in classrooms and are often cost-free to students
as well. That said, the use of OER is not only about reducing costs for students but
also about access. OER are available to students from day one of a course as there
is no purchase required. The resources are adaptable and flexible and are (usually)
digital and thus accessible from anywhere. There are many benefits to using OER in
the classroom and even some evidence to suggest that the use of these materials
improves student outcomes, which will be discussed further later in the chapter.

MIT’s OpenCourseWare program was perhaps the first, best-known collection of
OER (beginning in 2002), and the OER landscape has grown tremendously since
those materials were first made available. Today there are multiple digital reposito-
ries of resources (such as OER Commons). There exist publishers of peer-reviewed
OER textbooks (such as OpenStax), which are competing effectively with commer-
cial publishers. The use of OER is booming worldwide, and several states have
enacted grant programs or other policies to expand the use of OER. In 2017, the
85th Texas Legislature recognized the promise of these resources in meeting the
goals of 60X30TX.
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Senate Bill 810: Open Educational Resources in Texas

Senate Bill 810 of the 85th Texas Legislature, Regular Session (now codified in
statute as Texas Education Code 61.0068), was a result of the legislature recogniz-
ing the problem of affordability of educational resources. It had several parts, some
of which addressed the affordability of resources for elementary and secondary edu-
cation, which will not be discussed in this chapter. Two pieces of the bill were
important to higher education in the state. First, the bill mandated that the THECB
conduct a study on the feasibility of creating a digital repository of OER. Second,
the bill called for a grant program to incentivize faculty at institutions of higher
education to use OER in their courses.

A State Repository of OER

The study mandated by Senate Bill 810 consisted of a literature review and a gather-
ing of stakeholders in the state to examine the feasibility and desirability of building
a repository of OER for higher education. From 2009 to 2014, there had existed an
online repository for digital resources utilized by some institutions of higher educa-
tion in Texas, called the Texas Learning Object Repository (TXxLOR). Unreliable
funding eventually led to the repository becoming nonoperational. The report man-
dated by the 85th Texas Legislature examined the possibility of reopening TxLOR
but found that it would be an expensive endeavor to resurrect that resource from
scratch, as it had been out of use for several years. However, the conclusion of the
report was that opening a digital repository for OER in Texas, focused on higher
education, would be possible if the state contracted with an existing entity engaged
in such work, such as OER Commons or the Texas Digital Library. The report made
several other suggestions for how to maintain the portal and expand the use of OER
in the state, including requiring that materials created with state funds be licensed
with a Creative Commons license (i.e., be available for others to adopt and remix)
and be made available through the repository. The report also recommended that
faculty at institutions of higher education be incentivized to create, maintain, adopt,
and review OER for the repository. Explicitly stated was a warning against mandat-
ing such activity for faculty in favor of encouraging them to participate through
monetary and other incentives.

Encouraging faculty to create, adopt, and adapt OER for their courses was the
second goal of Senate Bill 810. The bill created a grant program, administered by
the THECB, which would pay stipends to faculty who adopted, adapted, or other-
wise used only OER in the design of their courses. This grant program would be a
first step in curating and creating a collection of OER that could be utilized by fac-
ulty and students across the state. The OER would be free to use and would replace
costly textbooks and other course materials.
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Open Educational Resources Grant Program

The first Request for Applications (RFA) for the Open Educational Resources Grant
Program (OERGP) was released in July 2018, and in October 2018, a first round of
awardees was announced. These were individual faculty members at both 2-year
and 4-year public institutions in the state. Faculty were initially awarded $5000 for
using OER in a single course and $10,000 for using OER in multiple courses. It was
required that the courses utilize only OER and that all materials be free to students
with the exception of printing costs (should students choose to print the resources).
Most faculty awardees chose to adopt and adapt existing OER (usually a digital
textbook) and to develop ancillary materials to complete the course resources. Some
faculty worked from scratch to create OER in their content area. The grant is flexi-
ble in allowing faculty members, who are the experts in their particular fields, the
freedom to curate existing OER or create OER as they see fit. There were 41 appli-
cations in the initial round of grant making, and 15 awardees were chosen from
among them (Fig. 3.1).2

Type of Institution Course(s) Type of Project
4-year Introduction to Philosophy | Adoption and adaptation
2-year General Biology for Majors | Adoption and creation
4-year Social Problems Adoption and adaptation
4-year Elementary Statistics I & II | Adoption and creation
2-year College Algebra Adoption, adaptation and
creation
2-year Introduction to Adoption and creation
Macroeconomics,
Introduction to
Microeconomics
4-year U.S. History II Adoption and creation
2-year Introduction to Computing | Adoption, adaptation, and
creation
2-year Introduction to Symbolic Adoption and creation
Logic
4-year General Chemistry for Adoption and creation
Majors [ & 11
2-year Introduction to Sociology Adoption and creation
2-year Mathematics for Teachers Adoption, adaptation, and
creation
2-year British Literature Adoption and creation
2-year English Composition I & I | Creation
4-year U.S. History I Adoption and creation

Fig. 3.1 2018 OERGP awardees

2More information about the grants and the evaluation instrument for the grant awards can be
found in the Request for Applications at www.thecb.state.tx.us/fOERGP
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The statute for the grant program is written in such a way that funding is awarded
directly to faculty members and individuals as income to compensate for the time
and labor that it takes to create and/or curate OER for their courses. The institution
that the faculty member is employed by has no official role in the distribution of
funds, although successful grant applications generally did include some plan for
institutional support, whether that be from the library, instructional designer(s), and/
or department head. Several applicants who were awarded grants planned to col-
laborate with other faculty in their department in order to spread the use of OER for
particular courses, and some faculty members enlisted the help of institutional
research departments to track outcomes. One of the goals of the program is to have
other faculty adopt the resources curated and created by grantees, and so institu-
tional recognition and support of the work of the faculty applicant was taken into
consideration, although not required. The institution employing the grantee faculty
member had to certify that they were aware that an application was being submitted,
but did not have an official role in either the application or grant administration
process.

Three content experts reviewed all applications to the grant program. These were
faculty at institutions of higher education in the state who volunteered their time to
read and score applications. Applications that were not chosen for an award received
feedback from the reviewers anonymously in the form of comments made on each
section. One possibly future opportunity for the OERGP is in expanding the role of
peer review. While content experts reviewed applications, there was no requirement
in the statute for the OER adopted, adapted, or created for the program to be peer
reviewed. While the RFA called for the OER in question to be of sufficient quality
to enhance the course curricula, there was no external review process for deliver-
ables built into the first round of the grant program. Such a peer review process
would require significant time on the part of faculty reviewers, and funding allotted
to the grant program was insufficient to compensate external experts for such a pro-
cess. As surveys indicate that one of the main concerns among faculty who consider
adopting OER is the quality of the materials [12], a method for peer review could
help to facilitate this process. Some existing repositories, such as Merlot, allow
individuals who use available materials to review them on an informal basis through
ratings and entering comments. Some process such as this may be a consideration
for when and if a state repository for OER and other digital materials is created.

The statute is fairly prescriptive about how the success of the grant program
should be measured. Legislators seemed to be most concerned with saving students
money, and so that is an important metric of success for the program. THECB also
wanted to learn about student outcomes and so the RFA for the program mandated
that drop/withdraw rates and grades also be provided for a baseline semester (before
OER were used to teach the course) and for each semester that OER were used.
Because the RFA also required that all of the materials for courses under the pro-
gram used only OER, the intention was to determine whether the use of OER
improved student learning outcomes as well as saving students money on textbooks.
Faculty members are required to teach the course or courses using OER four times
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over the course of the grant period and to track student savings and outcomes for
each of those terms.

Initially the RFA for the grant program called for the use of a Creative Commons-
Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike license (CC BY-NC-SA) for all OER cre-
ated under the program. This license would allow others to copy and change the
work but would prohibit use of the work or derivatives for commercial purposes and
would require that derivatives be licensed with the same CC BY-NC-SA license
when shared. There are several varieties of Creative Commons licensing, and CC
BY-NC-SA is among the most restrictive in terms of the permissions it allows users
of the OER carrying the license.

OER advocates in the state protested the CC BY-NC-SA requirement, suggesting
that a license with fewer restrictions would be more useful to faculty. After consult-
ing with several interested parties, an addendum was issued to the RFA for the
OERGP, which changed the license required for works created under the grant pro-
gram to a Creative Commons Attribution (CC-BY) license. The thought was that a
more open license would allow faculty at other institutions greater freedom in
adopting and adapting the materials created by awardees of the grant program.
Ultimately, the goal of the grant program was to create OER for courses within the
Texas Core Curriculum, which are a set of general education courses that are
required for students in Texas. Making those resources freely available to all faculty
and students across the state and as easy to use as possible could help to incentivize
more faculty to utilize OER in their classes, which was the ultimate goal of the
program.

The first round of the grant program focused on TCC courses. These are general
education courses that all students in Texas must complete for a degree. Forty-two
semester credit hours are required in categories of Communication, Mathematics,
Life and Physical Science, Language, Philosophy and Culture, Creative Arts,
American History, Government/Political Science, and Social and Behavioral
Sciences. Institutions submit courses to fulfill core requirements, which are approved
by the THECB based on a set of criteria in each category. TCC courses are transfer-
able between any institution in the state, and a student who is “core complete” (has
taken all 42 required hours) cannot be asked to take additional courses at a transfer
institution in the core areas.

The initial round of the OER Grant Program focused on courses within the TCC
with high proven enrollments. Applicants could earn priority points during the scor-
ing of applications for courses that had high enrollments in the baseline semester
(the semester that the course was taught immediately prior to submitting the appli-
cation). Due to the fact that these courses are offered in many institutions around the
state, the creation and curation of OER materials in these areas could have a signifi-
cant impact on student savings, should faculty at multiple institutions be inspired to
use the OER available. Regardless, courses with high enrollments at a single institu-
tion could have an effect on a fairly large number of students throughout the grant
period. Faculty grantees are required to teach the applicable course(s) with OER
four times during the grant period (which is roughly 2 years long). Potentially, a
large number of students could be impacted with the focus on high enrollment
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courses even if faculty at other institutions did not choose to adopt the OER curated
and created under the grant program. Another goal of the program was to have fac-
ulty grantees encourage other faculty members within their department to adopt
OER and so the potential for student savings could increase with success in that
endeavor.

The potential for student savings was ultimately the point of the grant program,

and there is evidence from other states to suggest that such an endeavor could be
successful. North Dakota and Georgia have instituted OER programs and have seen
large returns for students. Affordable Learning Georgia OER programs have saved
students $61.9 million dollars since fiscal year 2014-2015 [1]. In North Dakota,
OER programs have saved students between $1.1 million and $2.4 million since the
fall semester of 2014 [11]. SPARC, an advocacy group that tracks OER adoption
worldwide, estimates that students have saved over $1 billion through the use of
OER since the organization issued a challenge in 2013 to spread the use of OER [2].
The Texas OER Grant Program holds great promise for decreasing the cost of edu-
cational materials for a significant number of students in the state.
Not only do OER programs save students money, there is some evidence to suggest
that the use of OER in courses improves student outcomes. At Tidewater Community
College Virginia, a comparison of OER sections and sections using traditional text-
books found that students using OER had a slightly better “course throughput” rate
(encompassing drop/withdrawal rates and students passing with a C or better) [8].
At the University of Georgia, a comparison of student outcomes (grades and drop/
fail/withdrawal rates) of courses pre-OER adoption and after found that students
performed better when using OER [6]. This was true for Pell grant recipients, part-
time students, and underrepresented populations when disaggregated. In a multi-
institutional study, a comparison of OER sections and sections using traditional
textbooks at four 4-year institutions and six community colleges found that students
in OER sections performed as well or better than those who used traditional text-
books. Students in OER sections also enrolled in a significantly higher number of
credits in the following semester [7]. While there has not yet been a great amount of
research done about the impacts of OER on student savings and student course out-
comes, it is clear from these select studies that OER at least has the potential to
greatly benefit students and is one tool for state governments and institutions to
consider when contemplating how to better serve students. The first round of data
on the Texas OER Grant Program will be collected in December 2019, including
dollars saved and the impact of the program on grades and drop/withdrawal rates.

Challenges in Administration of the Grant Program

The first round of the OER Grant Program was not without some challenges. One
was the logistical challenge of providing grants directly to individual faculty mem-
bers. THECB administers several grant programs, but in the past funding has been
directed to institutions. The statute for the OER Grant Program, however, was writ-
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ten in such a way that faculty members were to be the direct beneficiaries. Institutions
were not to have an administrative role in distributing grant funds. Also, institutions
had no direct role in ensuring the quality of the OER adopted, adapted, or produced
as part of the grant program. However, as stated, most successful grant applications
had faculty partnering with librarians, instructional designers, or others at their
institutions to fulfill the grant requirements. Of course, those staff members were
not necessarily compensated for their time and effort.

Another demanding piece for faculty was ensuring that the materials curated and
created were actually OER (licensed with an appropriate Creative Commons
license) and that there were no copyright infringement issues with the materials they
chose to adopt or adapt for their courses. As many of the faculty who were awarded
grants had not previously worked with OER, this was a learning process that often
involved working with library personnel.

Another challenge of the program was the requirement for faculty to make the
OER they were adopting, adapting, or creating freely available to students and fac-
ulty across the state. This was mandated in the RFA for the program and, indeed,
was the ultimate purpose of the grant program. The idea was to have resources for
TCC courses that were free, open, and accessible so that anyone teaching one of the
funded courses could adopt or adapt the OER and provide no cost materials to their
students. Although the THECB has future plans to build an OER repository for the
state, there was no central site in existence available to faculty to upload their mate-
rials when these first deliverables were due. Some faculty used sites like
MyOpenMath to curate their materials. Others wanted to develop course shells for
Learning Management Systems such as Canvas. However, the requirement that the
materials be openly available to anyone limited faculty grantees as they could only
post the materials on sites that were publicly accessible and not password-protected
or behind a pay wall. Some institutions already had digital repositories for educa-
tional materials that were available to faculty and some grantees adopted/adapted
OER that was publicly available on other sites. This means that the deliverables for
the first round of the OER Grant Program are technically available to anyone to use
but are not yet curated in a centralized location. This creates a challenge for faculty
at other institutions who might be willing to adopt the OER that grantees have
developed if it was readily available.

Future Directions

In the 86th legislative session (in 2019), the THECB requested $250,000 from the
legislature to initiate a state repository for OER, in lieu of the findings of the feasi-
bility study that came out of the 2017 legislative session. House Bill 3652 called for
the creation of the repository, for it to be searchable, and for materials created with
state funds to be licensed with a Creative Commons license and made available to
the repository. The THECB.legislative request also called for $200,000 to continue
the OER Grant Program. These requests were granted in legislative appropriations.
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This means that a state OER repository will be created by September of 2020. The
THECB has plans to further incentivize the 2018 faculty grantees to upload or link
their materials in the repository and then create plans for the maintenance and
updating of those materials over the course of the grant period, which ends in August
of 2021. As well, all future rounds of the OER Grant Program will include a require-
ment that faculty make their materials available through the repository so that fac-
ulty at other institutions can search and find the materials that have already been
discovered, created, and curated for particular courses.

The plan for the creation of the state repository has THECB partnering with an
existing entity to create a Texas-specific site. One benefit of this plan is that existing
digital repositories, such OER Commons, do have some mechanisms in place for
peer review, although those mechanisms are generally informal and require that
faculty or others who use the materials take the time to review them and leave their
comments as to the effectiveness of the materials. Future considerations for the
OER Grant Program may include designing appropriate systems for peer review of
the materials. That said, one advantage of using OER is that the materials can be
revised by anyone, and so, in theory at least, those materials uploaded into the state
repository can be improved over time as they are used.

The 2019 Texas Legislature showed a lot of interest in moving forward with
OER projects in the state. Interestingly, a bill which would have allowed institutions
of higher education to include the price of course materials in tuition and required
fees, which would essentially pave the way for institutions to engage in Inclusive
Access programs, did not move forward. Inclusive Access programs are products of
commercial publishers where students pay for their course materials up front and
have the option of opting out. Publishers can charge less for these programs than
traditional textbooks because they are guaranteed to have a substantial percentage
of students buying into their product. Although ensuring more affordable course
materials seemed to be a goal of the 86th Texas Legislature, HB 3652 did not leave
committee to go to a full vote. OER advocates have warned against Inclusive Access
programs because of the possibility of price increases once students are locked into
the required materials and because of the possibility of student data being misused.
It is unclear whether these concerns were taken into consideration in the decision
not to move the bill forward.

Final Thoughts

OER have been one tool utilized by the Texas Legislature and the THECB to address
the high cost of educational materials for college students and work toward achiev-
ing the goals of the strategic plan, 60X30TX. The first round of the OER Grant
Program was not without challenges, and out of it emerged several ideas for how to
best serve students through OER programs.
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. Incentivize faculty

The OER Grant Program was meant to encourage faculty to adopt, adapt, or
create OER. Faculty in the state are not in any way required to use these materi-
als. Mandating the use of OER, even in general education courses, would likely
backfire as faculty are rightly used to choosing the appropriate materials for their
courses based on their expertise and comfort. Providing additional income for
faculty who put in the time and labor necessary to convert their course to OER is
one way of incentivizing the spread of OER in the state. The hope is that once
there is a library of available OER that has been tested by faculty, others will
follow suit. The state chose to incentivize the use of OER rather that requiring it,
which maintains the academic freedom of faculty.

. Encourage institutional support

OER Grant Program applicants were seemingly most successful when they
achieved institutional buy-in to their plans to convert their courses to OER. This
could be as simple as enlisting the support of a department chair who would
encourage other faculty members to use the OER created or adapted for a par-
ticular course by a grantee. This level of support is key when working toward the
goal of spreading the use of OER and offering the benefits of free and accessible
materials to more students.

. Focus on high enrollment

The focus of the OER Grant Program on general education, high enrollment
courses, is one way to maximize the return on investment for the state as the
more students who have access to OER, the more the state investment results in
student savings. The next round of the OER Grant Program may expand the tar-
geted courses to allow for high enrollment classes within particular popular
majors or fields.

. Facilitate peer review of materials

While not currently a focus of the OER Grant Program, peer review of the
materials created could be helpful in encouraging more faculty to use OER. The
quality of the materials might be in question until content experts have adopted
and recommended them. Partially this concern can be addressed by the grantees
themselves using the materials with success in their courses, but it would be a
helpful consideration moving forward to have some mechanism for peer review
built into the program. Including some means for informal peer review in the
upcoming state repository could be a first step to addressing this issue and could
be easily done by partnering with an existing digital OER portal to create a
Texas-specific site where faculty can rate available OER.

. Provide a centralized location

The digital repository for OER that will be built by the Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board should facilitate further adoption of materials created or
adapted under the grant program by considering ease of use. If faculty are able
to access OER in a centralized location, they may be more likely to be willing to
try out those materials in their courses. Advertising the existence of the OER
repository could be a challenge. THECB could utilize existing channels of com-
munication with institutions in the form of administrative committees and desig-
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nated liaisons to help spread the word that these materials are accessible to
faculty and students alike.

OER programs in Texas are in their infancy, and it has been a learning process

for all involved to determine how to best spread the use of these low-cost materials
in order to serve the students in the state. The next round of the OER Grant Program

is

currently under development, and the repository is scheduled to launch by

September 2020. OER have become a popular tool in Texas for addressing the high
cost of a college education, and the state OER programs should continue to grow
and adapt as lessons are learned about how to make them more effective.
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Chapter 4
Indiana University’s Faculty-Driven
Inclusive Access E-Text Program

Serdar Abaci and Joshua Quick

Introduction

Electronic textbooks (also known as e-texts) have become a viable (and often more
affordable) alternative to high-cost college textbooks, whose prices increased at a
faster rate than any other educational resource in the last decade [6]. In response,
many universities are trying to lower the cost of textbooks for students including
Indiana University (IU). The IU e-text initiative is a university-wide faculty-driven
inclusive access program: if a faculty chooses to use e-text for her class, all students
in the class will get access to the course textbook on the first day of class, and they
maintain access until they matriculate from IU. E-text adoption at IU has been
growing strongly: in 2018 alone, 2382 faculty across the university adopted
e-textbooks in 4185 sections, in which over 92,000 students read e-texts that resulted
in $11.8 million savings in college cost.

Success of IU’s e-text initiative is driven by several distinct components of the
program, including publisher agreements leading to significant cost savings, a uni-
versal e-reader to streamline the access and experience, outreach efforts, and faculty
and student support [2, 10]. Among these components, faculty adoption is the key-
stone of the program. Therefore, this case study presents [U’s e-text implementation
with a focus on how it supports faculty adoption, from outreach efforts and support
for integration to faculty experience with adoption and use of e-texts. To get a broad
perspective of faculty experience, we interviewed seven instructors with varying
degrees of engagement with e-texts, asking about their initial motivations and inten-
tions in the adoption of e-text, the drivers that led them to sustain their adoption, and
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the factors that contributed to faculty abandoning the use of e-text. We discuss the
support mechanisms that university provides to sustain and grow the e-text pro-
gram. We conclude with recommendations for developing a faculty-driven e-text
program at the institution level.

Indiana University E-text Program

As a response to high cost of college education and textbook prices, higher educa-
tion institutions across the United States are trying to lower the cost of textbooks for
students. Indiana University (IU), as a large public research institution with over
110,000 students enrolled across eight campuses, launched an e-text initiative in
2009 with four primary goals:

1. Lower the cost of course materials for students

2. Provide high-quality materials of choice for faculty

3. Enable new tools for teaching and learning

4. Shape the terms of sustainable models that work for students, faculty, and authors

In this model, faculty decide if they want to use an e-text and choose their choice of
publisher and the textbook, and each student in their courses gets a copy of the
e-text and maintains their access until they matriculate from IU. This program
started as a pilot but became a university-wide initiative in 2012. Since then, E-texts
Program at IU has constantly grown, resulting in more than $48 million savings in
textbook cost for students. Figure 4.1 provides a snapshot summary of IU’s eTexts
Program in terms of number of courses, unique textbook titles, and unique students
it has reached as of summer 2019.

Description of the Success Drivers

IU’s e-text program offers some distinct features that present the program as a
model for e-text use in higher education.

e Faculty choice: Maybe the most critical factor behind IU’s e-text model is that
faculty have full control on their textbook selection. Adopting an e-text is an
option, not a top-down strategy or a requirement. Instructors can choose to teach
with an e-textbook, selecting from quality publisher-provided content while sav-
ing students significant cost. This was frequently communicated in all e-text
communications.

e Publisher agreements: All Students Acquire (ASA) model offers significant cost
savings for students while paying the content creators/authors and the publishers
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